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Normally the Air Force responds to relevant substantive comments on a draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or Supplemental EIS (SEIS) in the final EIS or
SEIS, consistent with 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 1503.4; however, since
a substantial number of comments were submitted on the 2010 Draft SEIS and public
comments were solicited on the Revised Draft SEIS, the Air Force summarized the
substantive comments received on the 2010 Draft SEIS and provided Air Force
responses in Section 1.4.4 of the Revised Draft SEIS and the subsequent Final SEIS.

Generally, substantive comments are regarded as those comments that challenge the
analysis, methodologies, or information in the draft SEIS as being factually inaccurate
or analytically inadequate; that identify impacts not analyzed or develop and evaluate
reasonable alternatives or feasible mitigations not considered by the agency; or that
offer specific information that may have a bearing on the decision, such as differences in
interpretations of significance, scientific, or technical conclusions. Non-substantive
comments, which do not require an agency response, are generally considered those
comments that express a conclusion, an opinion, or a vote for or against the proposal
itself, or some aspect of it; that state a position for or against a particular alternative; or
that otherwise state a personal preference or opinion.

This section contains comments received from federal, state, and local agencies during
the public comment period for the 2010 Draft SEIS. The Air Force responses to the
substantive comments received from these agencies in 2010 are contained in Section
1.4.4 of this Final SEIS. Comments on the 2010 Draft SEIS from persons or organizations
are included only in the Administrative Record, because they were summarized and
responded to in the 2013 Revised Draft and the public comments made on that draft
(see Appendix A, Volume III) supersede comments made on the 2010 Draft SEIS. The
Air Force responses to the substantive comments received from these persons or
organizations in 2010 are contained in Section 1.4.4 of this Final SEIS. In accordance
with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Air Force considered all of the
oral and written public and agency comments received and will take all public and
agency comments into consideration in its decision making process.
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Comment Letters Received from Federal, State, and Local Agencies
During the 2010 Draft SEIS Public Comment Period (24 September

2010 through 8 November 2010)

1010
STATE OF ALABAMA
ALABAMA HISTORICAL COMMISSION
468 SOUTH PERRY STREET
MONTGOMERY, ALABAMA 361300900
FRANK W, WHITE TEL: 334-242-3184
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR October 15, 2010 Fax: 334-240-3477

Thomas L. Chavers

96 CEG/CEV

501 Deleon Street, Suite 101

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542-5133

Re:  AHC 10-1311
Environmental Impact Statement
F-35 Beddown Project
Multiple Counties

Dear Mr. Chavers:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment the EIS submitted by your office. Our review of
the documentation appears to indicate that all activities will be taking place in the State of
Florida for which we have no comment. However, should any actions be scheduled in Alabama,
we look forward to consulting with you.

We appreciate your efforts on this project. Should you have any questions, please contact
Greg Rhinehart at (334) 230-2662. Please have the AHC tracking number referenced above

available and include it with any correspondence.

Truly yours,

Elizabeth Ann Brown
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

EAB/GCR/gcr

THE STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE
www,preserveala.org
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"
United States Department of the Interior TAKE PRIDE"

INAMERICA
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Richard B. Russell Federal Building
75 Spring Street, S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

ER 10/838
9043.1

December 17, 2010

Mr. Mike Spaits

AFB Public Affairs Office

96 ABW/PA, 101 West D Avenue, Suite 110
Eglin Air 15 AFB, FL 32542-5499

Re:  Comments on the Review of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
(DSEIS), for the F-35 Beddown (BRAC 2005) Project

Dear Mr. Spaits:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (DSEILS), for the F-35 Beddown (BRAC 2005). We have no
comments at this time.

If you have questions or need additional information, I can be reached on (404) 331-4524 or via
email at gregory_hogue@ios.doi.gov.

Sincerely,

~——

Gregory Hogue
Regional Environmental Officer
cc:
Jerry Ziewitz - FWS
Brenda Johnson — USGS
OEPC - WASH
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Mr. Thomas L. Chavers October 27, 2010
Department of the Air Force

96 CEG/CEVS

501 DeLeon Street, Suite 101

Eglin Air Force Base, Florida 32542

RE:

Dear Mr. Chavers:

In accordance with the procedures contained in 36 CFR Part 800, this office reviewed the draft amendment document
and find that it adequately addresses cultural resources. We look forward to receiving and reviewing the final
programmatic agreement amendment when it becomes available.

If you have any questions conceming our comments, please contact Scott Edwards, Historic Preservationist, by
electronic mail sedwards@dos.state.flus, or at 850.245.6333.

Sincerely,

Savice b Mermomecee

Laura A. Kammerer
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer
For Review and Compliance

DHR Project File Number: 2010-5043
Draft BRAC Programmatic A t
Flight Training Needs of the BRAC Joint Strike Fighter Program
Eglin Air Force Base, Okaloosa County

1027

FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE
Dawn K. Roberts
Interim Secretary of State
DIVISION OF HISTORICAL RESOURCES

Review - Construction of New Aircraft Runways for the

500 8. Bronough Street « Tallahassee, FL 32399-0250 » http://www.flheritage.com

0 Director’s Office 0 Archacological Research B Historic Preservation
(B50) 245.6300 » FAX: 245.6436 (830) 2456444 = FAX: 245.6452 (850) 245.6333 = FAX: 2456437
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Florida Department of
Environmental Protection

Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard
Tallahassee, Florida 32399-3000

November 4, 2010

Mr. Henry McLaurine, Project Manager
Science Applications International Corp.
1140 North Eglin Parkway

Shalimar, FL. 32579

RE:  Department of the Air Force - Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base - Okaloosa and
Santa Rosa Counties, Florida.
SAI # FL201009235480C

Dear Mr. McLaurine:

The Florida State Clearinghouse has coordinated a review of the Draft Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) under the following authorities: Presidential
Executive Order 12372; Section 403.061(40), Florida Statutes; the Coastal Zone Management
Act, 16 US.C. §8 1451-1464, as amended; and the National Environmental Policy Act, 42
US.C. §§ 4321-4347, as amended.

Based on the information contained in the Draft SEIS and comments provided by our
reviewing agencies, the state has determined that, at this stage, the proposed activities are
consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program (FCMP). The state’s continued
concurrence will be based on the activities’ compliance with FCMP authorities, including
federal and state monitoring of the activities to ensure their continued conformance, and
the adequate resolution of any issues identified during subsequent reviews. The state’s
final concurrence of the projects’ consistency with the FCMP will be determined during
the environmental permitting process, if applicable.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft SEIS. Should you have any questions
regarding this letter, please contact Ms. Jillian Schatzman at (850) 245-2187.

Yours sincerely,

%%.‘-ﬁ(_m/

Sally B. Mann, Director
Office of Intergovernmental Programs

SBM/js
Enclosures

More Protection, Less Process

www.dep.state. fl.us
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My Florida com

Florida

Department of Environmental Protection
“More Protection, Less Frocess”

OIP Home | Contact DEP | Search | DEP Site Map

FL201009235480C

Due:

(X1 T e TTI-HI | 11/08/2010

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE - DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE F-35 BEDDOWN AT
EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE - OKALOOSA AND SANTA ROSA COUNTIES,
FLORIDA.

m USAF - DSEIS, F-35 BEDDOWN, EGLIN AFB - OKALOOSA AND SANTA ROSA
co.
T 2200

WEST FLORIDA RPC - WEST FLORIDA REGIONAL PLANNING COUNCIL

Mo Comments - Generally consistent with the West Florida Strategic Regional Policy Plan,

FISH and WILDLIFE COMMISSION - FLORIDA FISH AND WILDLIFE CONSERVATION COMMISSION
No Comments Received

STATE - FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF STATE

'No Comment/Consistent

TRANSPORTATION - FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

FDOT's District Three and Aviation Office have no comments.

'ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION - FLORIDA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
e e e
NORTHWEST FLORIDA WMD - NORTHWEST FLORIDA WATER MANAGEMENT DISTRICT

No Comment/Consistent

For more information or to submit comments, please contact the Clearinghouse Office at:

3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD, M.S. 47
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000
TELEPHONE: (850) 245-2161

FAX: (850) 245-2190

Visit the Clearinghouse Home Page to query other projects.

Copyright
Disclaimer
Privacy Statement
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COUNTY: ALL DATE: 9/23/2010
Scif -uvrg‘r [=cl COMMENTS DUE DATE: 10/26/2010
2010 -UbY S CLEARANCE DUE DATE: 11/8/2010
SAT#: FL201009235480C
REFER TO: FL200803274139C
MESSAGE:
ISTATE AGENCIES |  WATER MNGMNT. OPB POLICY RPCS & LOC
[ENVIRONMENTAL : DISTRICTS ! UNIT GOVS
![PR?TECT'.ON = [NORTHWEST FLORIDA WMD J'
!F]h}-{ and WILDLIFE - ——— - - -
|COMMISSION
[XSTATE
TRANSPORTATION
v Masagrmas Preghos sy orsion s b cprind ows  POJeCt Description:
of the hollowing: DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE - DRAFT

I"cdrnil f\ssisilanc(; IudSIalr nlr I.n(al: (;o\'cerm:nl E]fShCI-'R ‘I).:U. Subpart F). SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

Agencies are required to evaluate the consistency of the activity.

X D::rl'rl Federal :cli\'it)' (15 CFR 930, Subpart Ci Federal :\gr';lrits are STATEMENT FOR THE F-35 BEDDOWN AT
required to furnish a consistency determination for the State's concurrence or EGLIN AIR FORCE BASE - OKALOOSA AND
objection. SANTA ROSA COUNTIES, FLORIDA.

Outer Continental Shelf Exploration, or | ion Activities -
(15 CFR 930, Subpart E). Operators are required to provide a consistency

certification for state concurrence/objection.

Federal Licensing or Permitting Activity (15 CFR 930, Subpart D). Such

projects will only be evaluated for consistency when there is not an analogous

state license or permil.

EO. 12372/NEPA Federal Consistency

To: Florida State Clearinghouse

AGENCY CONTACT AND COORDINATOR (SCH) w .VﬁComnwms’Consistcnl
3900 COMMONWEALTH BOULEVARD MS-47 Ba R CIEERG ["IConsistent/Comments Attached
TALLAHASSEE, FLORIDA 32399-3000 []comment Attached —

TELEPHONE: (850) 245-2161 [l Inconsistent/Comments Attached
FAX: (850) 245-2190
Division of H'sor :
Keprr Bureau of His:oric Preservation
Division/Bureau:

Reviewer: &'E\_QJAJL(&_‘)
Date: m -1- 1.0

[CINot Applicable

["INot Applicable

=

e WESCUICES

RECEIvVED
0CT 1 3 2010

DEP Office
lergovt] Progs
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SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA
TRIBAL HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

1051

SEMINOLE TRIBE OF FLORIDA
AHTAH-THI-KI MUSEUM

34725 WEST BOUNDARY ROAD
CLEWISTON, FL 33440

PHOME: {(B63) 983-6549
FAX: {(BG2)502-1117

Michael Spaits
Public Affairs Officer
96 ABW/PA

Eglin AFB, FL 32542

October 25, 2010

Dear Mr. Spaits,

Sincerely,
WAPT T A

Willard Steele,
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer
Seminole Tribe of Florida

JLP:am

-
TRIBAL HISTORIC i IRIBAL OFFICERS
PRESERVATION OFFICE hl‘ llib?bé? CHAIRMAN
T N MITCHELL CYPRESS

¥
ATION © MICHAEL D. TIGER

Subject: Draft SEIS for the F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida

The Seminole Tribe of Florida Tribal Historic Preservation Office (STOF-THPO) has received the Department of the
Air Force’s project nofification for the aforementioned project. Due lo the fact that the project area is within the
geographic area considered by the Seminole Tribe of Florida o be ancesral, aboriginal, or ceded (NHPA 1966,
Section b1, and 36 CFR, Section 800.2), the STOF-THPO would like to requesi and review the Final Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement for the following project before making any further comments. We thank you for the
notification of this proposed project. Please reference THPO-006978 in any future documentation about this project.

VICE CHAIRMAN
RICHARD BOWERS JR.
@ SECRETARY
L PRISCILLA D, SAYEN

IREASURER

THPO#: 006978

Direct routine inquiries to:

Anne Mullins
Compliance Review Supervisor
annemullins @ semlribe.com

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement January 2014
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v“"“" UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
i } REGION 4
‘\,m ; SAM NUNN

*’4* "u“d‘ ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER

61 FORSYTH STREET
ATLANTA GEORGIA 30303-8960
November 8, 2010

Mr. Mike Spaits,

Eglin AFB Public Affairs Office,

96 ABW/PA,

101 West D Avenue, Suite 110,
Eglin Air AFB, FL 32542-5499,

Subject: EPA NEPA Comments on U.S. Air Force (AF) Draft Suppl tal Envirc 1
Impact Statement (DSEIS) for the F35 Beddown Eglin Airforce Base (AFB), Florida;
CEQ No. 20100381; ERP No. UAF-E15001-FL

Dear Mr. Spaits:

Consistent with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Clean Air Act
(CAA) § 309 and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) § 102 (2)(C) responsibilities, EPA
rates this DSEIS as “EC-2."" EPA’s identified environmental concerns (“EC™), where additional
environmental information is needed (“2") are focused in the areas of noise and water quality
impacts which are briefly outlined below and in detail in the enclosed comments.

Background

The DSEIS’ primary purpose is to convey the AF’s analysis of: 1) the beddown location,
operational alternatives and mitigations for the delivery of 59 F-35 Primary Aerospace Vehicles
Authorized (F-35) and 2) joint strike force (JSF) flight-operations alternatives to allow efficient
pilot training, de-conflict flying operations with other military and civilian operations, and
reduce or avoid noise impacts on sensitive receptors. The F-35 is a supersonic, single-seat,
single-engine plane.” F-35 beddown requirements are for three multi-forces squadrons:® an Air
Force squadron with 24 F-35A aircraft for Conventional Take-Off and Landing (CTOL), a
Marine Corps Fleet Replacement Squadron with 20 F-35 aircraft designed for Short Take-Off
Vertical Landing (STOVL), and a Navy Fleet Replacement Squadron with 15 F-35 aircraft, the
Carrier Variant (CV) having large, foldable wings used by the Navy.*

See enclosed EPA-rating-system critenia defi
P.1-3
P. 1-6.
P.1-3

1
)
4

Internat Address (UAL) = hitp.\www.epa.gov
Rocycledecyclable « Printed with Vegelable 04 Based inks on Recycled Pager (Minimum 307 Postconsumern)

1056

January 2014

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement
for F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base, Florida
FINAL



Public Involvement Appendix A, Volume 11 of 111

1056

In the DSEIS, the AF analyzed a range of alternatives to maximize the number of flight
training operations to be conducted on the Eglin Reservation, preserve restricted airspace to the
greatest extent possible, and protect the military value of Eglin AFB as a major range test facility
base to support all existing and future military missions. Each alternative consists of a main
operating base (MOB) and 2 auxiliary fields. In the preceding 2009 Final EIS (FEIS), 12
candidate MOBs and 37 candidate auxiliary fields were evaluated and narrowed down to 3 MOB
candidates and 4 auxiliary field candidates.” Six alternatives carried forward and a new one
added for further analysis in the DEIS. The DSEIS identified the preferred altemnative to be
Eglin as the MOB and Choctaw and Duke Fields as the auxiliary fields. The preferred
alternative eliminates the runway flight restrictions limiting the F-35"s use to only one of Eglin’s
three runways® (the DSEIS’ “no action” alternative) because the majority of public comments on
the 2005 JSF Decision’ concerned aircraft-noise impacts to the public, human health, and
residential property values.

EPA’s Concerns

Noise and water-quality impacts are EPA’s two primary concerns. Under the preferred
alternative, 1,174 off-installation residents near Eglin Main Base would be impacted by noise
levels exceeding 75 Day-Night Average Sound Level (DNL). Additionally, 211 on-installation
buildings and those who work in the vicinity would be exposed to noise levels exceeding 80
DNL.* According to the DSEIS, community response to noise in areas exposed to noise greater
than 75 DNL can be expected to be “very severe.” The Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)
determines noise exposure at or above 65 DNL to be incompatible with residential land use."

According to the DSEIS, significant noise exposure to local residents is predicted for all
alternatives. Because the mitigation discussed in the DSEIS is primarily limited to aircraft
operations, EPA recommends the Final SEIS (FSEIS) discuss mitigation to address residential
noise exposure and the prospective Record of Decision should provide commitment targets for
residential mitigation. Recommendations include: 1) residential mitigation (home buyouts and
soundproofing) starting with those residences located in the highest (noisiest) contours; 2)
greater use of auxiliary airfields, assuming that significant incremental increases recognized by
FICON'' do not result or are mitigated; and 3) flexibility in the implementation of military no-fly
days to overlap with holidays and weekends. EPA also recommends “on-installation personnel”

5 Proposed Implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions and Related Actions at
Eglin AFB, FL Final Envir I Impact St (FEIS).
* Air Force's 2009 ROD, Impl ion of Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions for the Joint
Strike Fighter (JSF) Initial Joint Training Site (1JTS), Eglin AFB, Florida.
?Prupmcd Implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions and Related Actions at
f.‘gﬁn AFB, FL Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

P. 44,
" The N: | Academy of Sci 1977 report, Guidelines for Preparing Envir | Impact S on
Noise (CHABA, 1977), see p. 4-7.
hitp:/‘www, fas.gov/airports/environmental/environmental_desk_ref/medin/desk_ref chap3.pdf and

JIwww. fan gov/airports/aip/guidance letters/media/PGL_05-04.pdf

" Federal Interagency Committee on Noise.
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expected to be exposed to high noise levels should be noise-protected consistent with OSHA"™
and AF regulations.

Mitigation in the form of the least environmentally damaging alternative consistent with
the mission should minimize public noise impacts. The preferred alternative appears to expose
the most residents at Eglin MOB to noise impacts compared to the other presented alternatives.
Alternatives 2A and 2E appear to reduce the overall residential noise exposure levels to the
public. But Alternative 2E may add significant residential noise impacts at Duke Field.
Consequently in the FSEIS, EPA recommends the AF reconsider its preferred alternative to
select one that best minimizes residential noise impacts in the context with other project impacts.
The significance of selecting an alternative with minimal noise (and other) impacts is that such
an alternative would minimize the need for mitigation and interaction with Department of
Defense (DoD) policy that may limit off-installation residential noise mitigation.

EPA is particularly concerned over noise impacts to children per Executive Order 13045:
Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks. E.O. 13045
recognizes children may suffer disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety
risks. Because their smaller ear canals magnify the sounds entering the ear canals, children’s
hearing may be particularly sensitive. For example, a 20-decibel difference can exist between
adult and infant ears."” All seven alternatives analyzed in the DSEIS, including the no action
alternative, indicate a concern for noise impacts to children. While the DSEIS alternatives
analysis discussed the number of schools and day-care centers potentially impacted, it did not
discuss the actual number of potential children, e.g., students, residents, ctc., exposed to
potentially detrimental noise impacts or identify mitigation measures to diminish the noise
impacts. Consequently, the FSEIS should identify the population of children, analyze potential
noise impacts upon them, and identify mitigation alternatives, including re-evaluating the
preferred alternative selection. For example, Alternatives 2A, 2C, and 2E appear to impact the
least number of schools, While certain alternatives having a lesser noise impact to children may
instead have a greater potential for stormwater runoff impacts to water quality, water quality
impacts may be more easily mitigable than noise impacts to children.

Consistent with Executive Order (EQ) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, the FSEIS should consider the
recommendation for the AF to establish a noise effects working group for Eglin AFB because
EPA is concerned about the proposed and foreseeable increases in noise exposure to area
residents, particularly children and EJ populations. Additionally, the FSEIS should document
the numbers and percentages of low-income and minority residents within the 65-70 and 70-75
DNL noise contours.

Regarding EPA’s water-quality concerns, the FSEIS should address stormwater
pollution/runoff and erosion control measures taken to prevent the severe erosion associated with
the use of the 20-millimeter aircraft gunnery training target maintenance practices. This previous
gunnery training has caused severe erosion of the headwater stream slope of Burntout Creek and
altered wetland habitats, Burntout Creek Headwaters. EPA is concerned over continued impacts

' Occupational Safety and Health Administration.
Y www childrenshearing org/custom/hearing_health html
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to waters of the U.S., and encourages changes to minimize and mitigate these impacts be
reflected in the FSEIS. Additionally, the FSEIS should address stormwater pollution/runoff and
erosion control measures taken to prevent the severe erosion associated with the use of TA C-62.
The FSEIS should address whether increased gunnery training will increase stormwater
runoff/pollution and erosion-related issues for existing target areas and what mitigation measures
will be taken, e.g., vegetation buffers surrounding the area to minimize erosion impacts to
streams.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provided comments. The enclosure provides
more details regarding EPA’s concerns with the proposed action as described in the DSEIS. If
you wish to discuss this matter further, please contact Beth Walls (404-562-8309 or
walls.beth@epa.gov) of my staff.

Sincerely,

’ %\k.mq QQ/

Heinz J. Mueller, Chief
NEPA Program Office
Office of Policy and Management

Enclosures: Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow Up Action
EPA’s detailed comments on the DSEIS
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SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW UP ACTION '

Environmental Impact of the Action

LO-Lack of Objections
The EPA review has not identified any p ial envi 1 imp requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigati that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

-C-Envi tal Concerns
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment, Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred al ive or application of mitigation

measures that can reduce the environmental impacts. EPA would like to work with the lead agency to reduce these
impacts.

EQ-Environmen jections

The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide adequate
protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the preferred alternative or
consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA
intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts,

EU-Environmentally Unsausfactory

The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work with
the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potential unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the final EIS
sate, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the CEQ.

Adequacy of the Impact Statement

Category 1- te

The EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alterative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collecting is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category 2-Insufficient Information

The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for the EPA to fully assess the environmental impacts that
should be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce the
environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion should be
included in the final EIS.

ory 3-1 ¢
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately p lly significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum of
alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant

1056

! From EPA Manual 1640 Policy and Procedures for the Review of the Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
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EPA’s Commenis on the F-35 Beddown at Eglin AFB DSEIS  (November 8, 2010) p.1

Enclosure: EPA’s Comments on the F-35 Beddown at Eglin AFB DSEIS

Aircraft Noise Exposure

* Contour Depiction — Figures depicting noise contours for the No Action Alterative used
color-coding and showed noise levels up to 95+ DNL (e.g., Fig. ES-5). We assume that such
high levels only occur on airfield property as opposed to outside the airfield boundary where
residences would be exposed. The FSEIS should discuss this. On the other hand, noise
contours for action alternatives used described contour lines and only showed a maximum
contour line of 85 DNL (i.e., 85-90 DNL). However, if there are off-airfield residents living
in higher contours (e.g., 90 DNL), those contours should also be depicted in the FSEIS.

e Table ES-17 - EPA’s main concern with DoD airfield noise impacts is the level of noise
exposure on local residential populations. Table ES-17' enumerates the number of people
exposed to project military aircraft noise levels by alternative.

o Contour Increments: The FSEIS should further dissect Table ES-17"s noise intervals into
conventional 5 DNL increments to provide specific data, particularly for the higher
contours. The provided >75 DNL contour should be subdivided further if off-airfield
residents are living in contours elevated above 85 DNL. For example, contours should
disclose the maximum levels of exposure to the off-airfield residents for each alternative,
such as 75-80 DNL, 80-85 DNL, 85-90 DNL and >95 DNL contours. Similarly, the
provided 65-75 DNL contour should also be subdivided into 65-70 DNL and 70-75 DNL
contours.

o Noise Exposure Levels: Table ES-17 shows that the No Action alternative” would
minimize aircraft noise exposure relative to several other alternatives, We assume
operation of the to-be-delivered 59 F-35s is incorporated in these noise exposure data. The
FSEIS should clarify this. If so, consideration should be given to the No Action alternative
and continuing the restrictions provided by the 2009 FEIS since noise exposure impacts are
comparatively low (unless this alternative is inconsistent with the SEIS purpose and need
or BRAC realignment).

o Table ES-17 shows that Alternatives 2A” and 2E" have the least aircraft-noise residential
exposure with levels comparable to the No Action, which has the least public noise
exposure. Additionally, both 2A and 2E exhibit considerably reduced exposure levels
compared to the preferred alternative.*

' P, ES-26.

* No Action: 1,809 residents within 65-75 DNL and 270 residents within >75 DNL at Eglin Main; 444 residents
within 65-75 DNL at Duke Field; and no residents within 65+ DNL at Choctaw Field.

T Alt. 2A: 1,801 residents within 63-75 DNL and 194 residents within >75 DNL at Eglin Main; 414 residents within
65-75 DNL at Duke Field; and no residents within 65+ DNL at Choctaw Field.

* Alt. 2E: 1,797 residents within 65-75 DNL and 194 residents within >75 DNL at Eglin Main; 781 residents within
65-75 DNL and 141 residents within =75 DNL at Duke Field; and no residents within

65+ DNL at Choctaw Field.

Al 1A: 2,289 residents within 65-75 DNL and 1,444 residents within >75 DNL at Eglin Main; 444 residents
within 65-75 DNL at Duke Field; and no residents within 65+ DNL at Choctaw Field.
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o EPA recommends the DSEIS preference for 1 A should be reconsidered or fully mitigated
because it would generate the highest levels of noise exposure to local residents of all the
presented alternatives, and therefore could result in public health and quality of life
concerns.

o The FSEIS should clarify the noise impacts associated with 69 versus 59 F-35"s at Eglin AFB.
The SEIS states, “[i]n addition to the Primary Aerospace Vehicle Authorized (PAA) described
here, the JSF 1JTS plans to periodically operate approximately 10 additional F-35s at Eglin
AFB for a period of one to four months at a time.”" This statement appears to indicate 69 F-
35s will be based at Eglin while the DSEIS’ noise analysis appears to be based upon 59. The
FSEIS noise analysis should reflect the burden associated with 69 F-35s, particularly
considering the affected residences and communities.

a The FSEIS should explain whether the 232 fly days are the same days for all: Airforce,
Marines, and Navy. It is unclear whether the three armed forces will observe the same 133
“no fly" calendar days. The DSEIS states that “*[0]n average, approximately 80 sorties would
be conducted per day, of which approximately 21 would be for CTOL students (i.e., AF), 31
for STOVL students (i.e., Marines), and 28 for CV students (i.e., Navy). And due to certain
military no-fly days, the aircraft would fly only 232 days in a year.”

o The FSEIS should clarify the total number of landings and take-offs per day, per year
expected at Eglin AFB. However, the DSEIS does not provide such numbers of operation.
For example, it states the Marine Corps planning factor is for 250 landings per student for the
entire training syllabus. The Navy was to build a syllabus allowing each student to achieve at
least 100 landings before beginning the Field Carrier Landing Practice (FCLP) phase,
approximately 2 per sortie. The FCLP phase has remained the same, with 10 landings per
flight.* This information does not readily lend to calculating the expected number of F-35
landings and take offs per day, per year.

o The FSEIS should address the Eglin’s Airforce Research Laboratory, Munitions Directorate,
F-35 Noise-Measurements April 2009 Study findings’: 1) the average person would estimate
the F-35 to be two — three times louder when landing than any Eglin-based aircraft; 2) it is
reasonable to expect the F-35s with a 40,000 Ib thrust engine would be in fact noisier than the
F-15/F-16s with 23,770 Ib engines that are currently based at Eglin, 3) irreversible hearing
damage can result from repeated high-noise-level exposure over periods of time; 4) high F-35
noise levels will be problematic both on and off base; 5) the proposed F-35 operations exceed
the National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health (NIOSH) recommendations for
maximum sound exposure per day, e.g., for F-35 take off level of 121 dB (@ 1,000 fi altitude
only | takeoffiday would be allowed (Note: The SEIS does not indicate the number of take-
offs or landings that would occur per day — see comment above); 6) the F-35 landing
approach level of 105-106 dB at 500 ft altitude calls for 20 — 28 more passes per day than
allowed under NIOSH’s recommendations; and 7) beddown of the F-35 aircraft at some
location deep in the Eglin Land Range Complex, e.g., Duke Field, is the only option that will
reduce noise to acceptable levels in established communities surrounding Eglin Main.

e The FSEIS should address the preceding 2009 FEIS noise findings that the F-35 at 2,000 ft
above ground level (AGL) is louder than the F-16 at 300 ft AGL.

{
P,
P,

(R E]
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hup:fucsonforward. com/wp-content'uploads 2009/ 1 2F 335 Noise Measurementsverd 2 pdf
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¢ The FSEIS should discuss the F-35 flying altitude associated with the proposed F-35 training
at Eglin, and if altitude (as opposed to only take-off and landing operational noise) was
considered in the noise study. The SEIS did not address this issue.
o For example, Table 3-1 indicates Eglin AFB Existing Airspace ranges from 300 ft AGL

floor to unlimited ceiling."” The FSEIS should discuss whether the F-35 will be flown at
300 ft AGL, at what frequency, and where. According to the 2009 FEIS, the F-35 noise
level at 300 ft AGL is 133 dB while the NIOSH maximum recommended daily exposure
levels for 121 dB is 7 seconds.

Table 3-1 indicates low altitude training for the “military training route™ is 1,500 ft AGL.
The 2009 FEIS does not provide the F-35 dB level for 1,500 fi, instead it provides the F-35
noise level for 1,000 ft at 121 dB and 2,000 ft at 112 dB. The FSEIS should discuss
whether the F-35 will be flown at 1,500 ft AGL, at what frequency, where, and provide the
noise level for 1,500 ft AGL.

The United States Marine Corps (USMC) F-35 May 2010 draft EIS Frequently Asked
Questions (FAQ) indicates the F-35B will conduct 99 percent of its operations above 5,000
AGL." According to the 2009 FEIS Eglin noise study, the F-35’s noisc level at 5,000
AGL is 99 dB. The FSEIS should discuss at what altitude AGL the F-35 will be flown for
most of its operations.

The USMC 2010 draft EIS FAQ indicates the F-35B will conduct more supersonic training
than existing military aircraft. The FSEIS should discuss whether more supersonic training
will occur than with existing aircraft based at Eglin AFB, what altitudes this training is
expected to occur and where supersonic operations will be allowed.

The FSEIS should identify and address aircraft-noise impacts to children living, going to

school, and/or recreating near the considered airfields consistent with Executive Order 13045:

Protection of Children from Environmental Health Risks and Safety Risks.
o E.O. 13045 finds a growing body of scientific knowledge demonstrates that children may

suffer disproportionately from environmental health risks and safety risks. These risks
arise because: children's neurological, immunological, digestive, and other bodily systems
are still developing; children's size and weight may diminish their protection from standard
safety features; and children's behavior patterns may make them more susceptible."”

For example, children’s hearing may be particularly sensitive because their smaller ear
canals magnify the sounds entering the ear canals, which can translate into as much as a
20-decibel difference between adult and infant ears. For example, some toys and games
produce sounds as loud as a jet plane taking off, and that amount of output can cause
immediate and permanent hearing loss."

All seven alternatives analyzed in the DSEIS, including the no action alternative, indicate a
concern for noise impacts to children. For example, under the no action alternative the
DSEIS states, “[s]chool and daycare facilitics exposed to noise levels above 75 DNL are
not considered to be compatible uses or compatible outdoor land use and could increase
the risk of hearing loss in children.'” Similarly under the preferred alternative, it states
“[t]herefore, the noise levels generated by 59 aircraft without flight limitations and the

1l
(]

Section 1-101.
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potentially adverse impacts to children may be considered significant.' Under
Alternative 11 it states, “[t]herefore, the noise levels generated under Alternative 11 could
have adverse impacts to children that may be considered significant."” Under Alternative
2A it states, “[t]herefore, the noise levels generated under Alternative 2A could have
adverse impacts to children.'™ Under Alternative 2B it states, “[t]hercfore, the noise levels
generated under Alternative 2B could have adverse impacts to children that may be
considered significant."” Under Altemative 2C it states, “[t]herefore, the noise levels
generated under Alternative 2C could have adverse impacts to children that may be
considered significant.'” For Alternative 2D it states, “[t]herefore, the noise levels
generated under Alternative 2D could have adverse impacts to children that may be
considered significant.”™ And for Alternative 2E it states, “[f]or noise levels above 75
DNL, educational services are not compatible regardless of noise attenuation. Therefore,
the noise levels generated under Alternative 2E could have adverse impacts to children.””

o The FSEIS should discuss the number of children potentially exposed to detrimental and

significant noise impacts and identify schools within the 65-70 and 70-75 dB DNL noise
contours, including those potentially requiring noise attenuation and mitigation, since the
proposed flight operations have the potential to present a special risk to children.” The
DSEIS alternatives analysis discusses the number of schools and day-care centers
potentially impacted but does not discuss the number of potential children exposed to
potentially detrimental noise impacts.

o Consistent with Executive Order (EQ) 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental
Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, the FSEIS should address the
following recommendations.

o The FSEIS should analyze the potential impacts to children compared to potential

disproportionate impacts to EJ populations. For example, Alternatives 2A, 2C, and 2E
appear to impact the least number of schools but alternatives 2D* and 2E* could have
adverse impacts that could be considered disproportionate to EJ populations.

o The FSEIS should document the numbers and percentages of low-income and minority

residents within the 65-70 and 70-75 DNL noise contours. For example, 12 percent of the
people affected by noise at 65 dB DNL may become highly annoyed. ™ The DSEIS
discusses the EJ populations that are exposed to noise levels above 75 dB DNL, but does
not discuss those exposed to noise levels between 65-70 dB DNL and 70-75 dB DNL.

o The FSEIS should include a synopsis of the public comments received during the public

meetings and commenting period along with a summary of the Air Forces response related
to EJ.
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Aircraft Noise Exposure Mitigation

o The FSEIS should identify noise mitigation alternatives for impacts to children, including
re-evaluating the preferred alternative selection.

o For example, Alternatives 2A, 2C, and 2E appear to impact the least number of schools in
that both 2A and 2E would impact 2 schools and 2 day care centers while 2C would impact
one school and one day care center. While certain alternatives may have a greater potential
for stormwater runoff impacts to water quality yet have a lesser noise impact to children,
stormwater runoff impacts to water quality may be more easily mitigable than noise
impacts to children.

o The FSEIS should discuss whether schools will require closing or relocating, e.g., the
according to the DSEIS, school and daycare facilities exposed to noise levels above 75
DNL are not considered to be compatible uses or compatible outdoor land use and could
increase the risk of hearing loss in children. Additionally, the FSEIS should discuss the
associated effects upon the local communities should closure or relocation be necessary for
mitigation.

¢ The FSEIS should consider the recommendation for the AF to establish a noise effects
working group for Eglin AFB because EPA 1s concerned about the proposed and foreseeable
increases in noise exposure to area residents, particularly children and EJ populations. The
working group should address: 1) coordination with local officials to educate development
interests and the public about activities and developments that are incompatible with military
training activities; 2) receive feedback from the public about issue that may be of concern; 3)
regularly apprise communities of any proposed changes to military flight operations,
including changes in duration, general flight paths, time of day/night, and noise associated
with the training initiative.

e Since military aircraft are designed for performance rather than noise abatement, they
typically do not have any engine noise controls, unlike commercial airliners which are subject
to FAA noise standards and ratings (e.g., Stage 2 vs. 3 aircraft). Although military-aircraft
noise impacts are challenging to mitigate, both operational (flight tracks) and land use (home
buyouts and sound-proofing) mitigative methods can be effective. EPA recommends the
FSEIS should discuss these as mitigation options.

o Table ES-17 indicates noise exposure levels from F-35 and other military aircraft are still
significant for many local residents despite the noteworthy mitigative methods examined,
e.g., 1) flight-number reductions (takeoffs and landings: operations), operational-profile
changes (flight tracks), night-flight restrictions, simulation versus actual training, and
Runways 01/19-operation reductions; use of auxiliary airfields (e.g., Duke and Choctaw
Fields); and “no-fly” days to limit sorties to 232 days per year instead of 365 days.”

o The FSEIS should consider the following recommendations:
= Residential Mitigation: Land-use mitigation for residents living within the 65+ DNL

contours should be considered. Mitigation methods include purchases and/or sound-
proofing of homes within the 65+ DNL contours, starting with the highest (noisiest)
contours. Table ES-17 indicates residents at the Eglin Main Base live in contours
noisier than 75 DNL for all Altemmative A and B subalternatives (however, as indicated

* Table ES-20.
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above, the number of residents living within the provided >75 DNL contour should be
further dissected into 5 DNL contour increments).

» Auxiliary Airfield Use: The use of auxiliary airfields to provide relief to a main airfield
could be further promoted to further relieve Eglin Main Base (which already
accommodates many aircraft operations of F-35 and other military aircraft). The
assumption is this mitigation method will not create significant noise increases to
residents living near Duke or Choctaw Fields without appropriate land use or
operational mitigation (i.e., +1.5 DNL or greater for background levels of 65 DNL or
+3.0 DNL or greater for background levels of 60 DNL”).

= No-Fly Days Flexibility: The 133 designated “no-fly” days per year should be further
discussed in the FSEIS in terms of their application flexibility. The FSEIS should
discuss whether holidays and weckends are incorporated into these designated days.
Within the limits of the mission, nighttime sorties should also be limited to minimize
sleep interference, particularly if air-delivered ordnance training is involved.

= On-Airfield Personnel Protection: The provided contour figures™ indicate military and
contractor personnel working on the installation (Eglin Main, and Duke and Choctaw
Fields) may experience very high noise levels of 95+ DNL. EPA expresses concern
over these high noise levels and defers to AF and (OSHA) regulations regarding ear
protection for such personnel.

= Alternative Selection: The most effective noise “mitigation™ would be noise avoidance
by selecting the alternative with the least noise impacts that meets the mission and
project purpose and need. The preferred alternative (1A) compared to the other
alternatives will result in the greatest exposure of residents to aircraft-noise impacts at
the Eglin Main Base (including 1,444 residents at =75 DNL), plus additional exposure
at Duke Field. The FSEIS should reconsider the preferred alternative from a noise-
impact perspective; Alternatives 2A and 2E have the lowest exposure levels to local
residences at the Eglin Main Base. However, 2E does have the greatest exposure levels
for Duke Field, including 141 residents at >75 DNL. The significance of selecting an
alternative with minimal noise (and other) impacts is that such an alternative would
minimize the need for mitigation and interaction with DoD policy that may limit off-
installation residential noise mitigation.

* AF Handbook 32-7084, The Air Installation Compatible Use Zone Program Manager’s Guide
- The AF recommends against most residential land uses in areas exposed to noise levels
greater than 65 DNL unless special noise-attenuation measures are incorporated into the
residences. For example, in areas exposed to noise at 65-70 DNL, a 25 dB outdoor-to-indoor
noise level reduction (NLR) is required in order for the residence to be considered compatible
with noise. And in areas exposed to noise at 70-75 DNL, a 30 NLR is required for the
structure to be considered compatible.”

o The FSEIS should discuss the application of this Handbook to onsite and offsite
residences.

*" These incremental levels of significance were agreed upon by the Federal Interagency Committee on Noise
(FICON), which included the AF, FAA and EPA.

“ p.ES-5.

7p.58.
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o EPA notes the AF will include in its Military Family Housing Privatization Initiative
(MFHPI) a request for qualifications a requirement that all residences be designed and
constructed such that these outdoor-to-indoor noise-level reductions are achieved and
structural noise attenuation would not mitigate noise levels experienced while residents are
outdoors.” The FSEIS should discuss whether all military families stationed at the Eglin
Reservation will be housed in residences designed and constructed consistent with the
MFHPI qualifications.

EPA recommends the selected MOB establish a “hotline” for affected residents to discuss any

noise complaints attributable to the airfield training. Complaints could be routed to the

airfield Public Relations Officer or Environmental Officer. We recommend that potential
visits to homes by the officer or airfield chain of command be considered within airfield and

AF policy to verify (or dispute) any reasonable noise complaints as a basis for potential

adaptive management to attenuate noise effects.

While alternative 2A may be the least environmentally damaging alternative in terms of noise

impacts, the SEIS should consider other project impacts in context. For example, Figures 2-

17 and 2-18 identify several creeks near the notional location of the runway at Duke Field for

both Alternatives 2A and 2E. Potential water quality impacts to (e.g., runway and

construction stormwater runoff) and mitigation alternatives for these waterways should be
considered for construction and operation should Alternative 2A be selected. There may be
other impacts associated with 2A also requiring mitigation.

Other

Cumulative effects: The Gulf Regional Airspace Strategic Initiative (GRASI) airspace study
indicates airspace configuration will not support more than 59 F-35 aircraft at this time.”!
Since the DoD has selected the F-35 to be the next-generation multi-role fighter aircraft for
the AF, Navy, and Marine Corps,” the FSEIS should address whether existing aircrafi, i.e., F-
15 and F-16’s used at Eglin AFB, will be phased out and replaced with F-35"s and whether
this replacement will allow for increasing the number of F-35 aircraft that can fly in the
airspace and address the associated environmental impact implications of such a phase out of
the F-15/16 and replacement with the F-35.

Cumulative effects: the FSEIS should discuss the reasonable population growth projections
for the area including the potential noise exposure to children. Additionally once GRASI is
completed and recommendations are implemented, the FSEIS should discuss whether there is
potential to increase airspace capacity in the future, particularly for the F-35. Consequently, it
is reasonable to assume future efforts may result in additional noise impacts to surrounding
communities including children and EJ populations.

CZMA" Determination: The FSEIS should address the State’s identified issues regarding:
stormwater treatment, wetlands impacts, consumptive water use, use of native species for soil
stabilization and landscaping, creation of natural buffers for water bodies, recycling measures,
use of Hurlburt Field's Waste-to-Energy facility for disposal of non-recyclable materials, use

¥p 58
Tpo2
=P, 1-6.
* Coastal Zone Management Act
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of pervious surfaces to reduce storm water runoff, use of reclaimed water for landscaping and
other non-potable uses. The DSEIS states the AF is preparing a CZMA determination to
address the impacts on the coastal zone. Appendix 1, CZMA Determination, indicates the
determination has already been completed but no information has been provided nor do the
state-identified issues appear to be addressed.

* Stormwater pollution/erosion concerns: The FSEIS should address stormwater
pollution/runoff and erosion control measures taken to prevent the severe erosion associated
with the use of the 20-millimeter aircraft gunnery training target maintenance practices have
previously caused severe erosion of the headwater stream slope of Burntout Creek and have
altered wetland habitats, The DSEIS indicates approximately 114,977 rounds of 25-
millimeter ammunition are expected to be fired each year. According to the DSEIS, over the
years of use, the target surface has been kept free of vegetation to allow for pilot target
approach recognition and recovery of projectile debris. Erosion has and would result from
keeping the target area free of vegetation. Because the increase in JSF flight training would
not change the conditions that led to the severe erosion,* EPA is concerned over continued
impacts to waters of the U.S., and encourages changes to minimize and mitigate these impacts
be reflected in the FSEIS.

e Stormwater pollution/erosion concerns: The FSEIS should address stormwater
pollution/runoff and erosion control measures taken to prevent the severe erosion associated
with the use of TA C-62. The DSEIS indicates management practices for TA C-62 include
ground and surface water monitoring, no new cleared target areas should be established
within 200 feet of any natural water body, and detonations of explosives should not occur
within 200 feet of water bodies.® The FSEIS should make clear whether monitoring includes
sediments and related stormwater runoff/pollution and erosion-related parameters. And the
FSEIS should address whether increased gunnery training will increase stormwater
runoff/pollution and erosion-related issues for existing target areas and what mitigation
measures will be taken, e.g., vegetation buffers surrounding the area to minimize erosion
impacts to streams.

P, 4-190.

*p.4-190.
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M Florida Department of e
§ \ Environmental Protection Jff Kottkamp
Marjory Stoneman Douglas Building Lt. Governor
§ FI-O 39iogc::mmﬂm\'mlHFBoulcmrd b i
e — Tallahassce, Florida 32399-3000 o L

December 8, 2010

Mr. Henry McLaurine, Project Manager
Science Applications International Corp.
1140 North Eglin Parkway

Shalimar, FL. 32579

RE:  Department of the Air Force - Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact
Statement for the F-35 Beddown at Eglin Air Force Base - Okaloosa and
Santa Rosa Counties, Florida.
SAI # FL201009235480C

Dear Mr. McLaurine:

The enclosed comments provided by the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission (FWC) were received after our prior correspondence of November 4, 2010,
was mailed. Please be advised that these comments do not change our finding that the
proposed activities are consistent with the Florida Coastal Management Program. Please
continue to coordinate with the FWC to ensure protection of fish and wildlife species and
habitat in the proposed project areas.

If you have any questions or need further assistance, please don’t hesitate to contact me at
(850) 245-2170.

Yours sincerely,

/) i :
= fu,m.;'rr\ ,') MLLC’-Q.(U%— -

Lauren P. Milligan
Environmental Manager
Office of Intergovernmental Programs

"More Protection, Less Process™

www.dep.state. fl.us
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October 19, 2010

RECEIVED

Ms. Lauren Milligan. Clearinghouse Coordinator DEC 02 2010
Florida State Clearinghouse

Florida Department of Environmental Protection DEPOffice of
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard, Mail Station 47 Intergovt’] Programs

Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000

Re:  SAI #FL201009235480C, Department of the Air Force, Draft
ommissioners Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the JISF Beddown at
Rodney Barreto Eglin Air Force Base. Okaloosa and Santa Rosa Counties, Florida
o
Kathy Barco Dear Ms. Milligan:
Vice Chair
Jacksonville

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Terrestrial Habitat C onservation and
Ronald M. Bergeron

Fort Lauderdale Restoration Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation C ommission (FWC)
Richard A. Corbett has coordinated our agency's review of the referenced Drafl, Supplemental

Tampo Environmental Impact Statement document. We are providing the following comments
ge‘f'ri;f‘;;’::f;""‘"" and recommendations under the National Environmental Policy Act and the Coastal Zone
Koot W, Ve Management Act/Florida Coastal Management Plan.

Winter Park

Brian 5. Yablonskl

Tailahasses Background

Exmculive S In October 2008, Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) published the Final Environmental Impact
E;f,';m:’n,,m, Statement (FEIS) regarding the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decisions
Greg Holder for Eglin AFB. The decisions analyzed in the FEIS were: (1) Relocation of the Army
assistant Executive Director  7th Special Forces Group (Airborne), to Eglin AFB, Florida, from Fort Bragg, North
E:roint}l\f;:it;n;rﬁ;l:a ) Carolina; and (2) Standup of a Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Initial Joint Training Site (LJTS)

to train Air Force and Marine pilots and Naval aviators and maintenance personnel at
Eglin AFB. Eglin AFB is required to accommodate JSF 1JTS flight training requirements
by providing airfields, access to regional airspace. ground support, and scheduling for
training missions.

Timothy A. Breault
Director
(850)488-3831

T . ‘s “Racor scisi ) o i "Base Reali >
e R he Air Force’s “Record of Decision (ROD), Implementation of Base Realignment and

Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions for the JSF IJTS, Eglin AFB, Florida,” dated February
5. 2009 (Federal Register, Volume 74, page 34, February 23, 2009), resulted in a
decision to implement a portion of the JSF IITS Alternative 1 presented in the Proposed
Implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions and
Managing fishand wicite  telated Actions at Eglin AFB, FL Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). That

resources for their longterm  decision included the delivery of 59 JSF aircraft. the associated cantonment construction,
well-being and the benefit

of people. and limited flight training operations originating from Eglin Main Base.
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October 19, 2010

Ms. Lauren Milligan, Clearinghouse Coordinator
Florida State Clearinghouse

Florida Department of Environmental Protection
3900 Commonwealth Boulevard. Mail Station 47
Tallahassee, FL 32399-3000

Re:  SAI#FL201009235480C, Department of the Air Force, Draft
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the JSF Beddown at
Eglin Air Force Base, Okaloosa and Santa Rosa Counties. Florida

Dear Ms. Milligan:

The Division of Habitat and Species Conservation, Terrestrial Habitat Conservation and
Restoration Section, of the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission (FWC)
has coordinated our agency’s review of the referenced Draft, Supplemental
Environmental Impact Statement document. We are providing the following comments
and recommendations under the National Environmental Policy Act and the Coastal Zone
Management Act/Florida Coastal Management Plan.

Background

In Oclober 2008, Eglin Air Force Base (AFB) published the Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) regarding the 2005 Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) decisions
for Eglin AFB. The decisions analyzed in the FEIS were: (1) Relocation of the Army
7th Special Forces Group (Airborne), to Eglin AFB. Florida, from Fort Bragg, North
Carolina; and (2) Standup of a Joint Strike Fighter (JSF) Initial Joint Training Site (LITS)
to train Air Force and Marine pilots and Naval aviators and maintenance personnel at
Eglin AFB. Eglin AFB is required to accommodate JSF LITS flight training requirements
by providing airficlds, access to regional airspace, ground support, and scheduling for
training missions.

The Air Foree’s “Record of Decision (ROD), Implementation of Base Realignment and
Closure (BRAC) 2003 Decisions for the JSF LITS. Eglin AFB, Florida.” dated February
5, 2009 (Federal Register, Volume 74, page 34, February 23, 2009), resulted in a
decision to implement a portion of the JSF 1JTS Alternative 1 presented in the Proposed
Implementation of the Base Realignment and Closure (BRAC) 2005 Decisions and
Related Actions at Eglin AFB, FL Final Environmental fmpact Statement (FEIS). That
decision included the delivery of 59 JSF aircraft, the associated cantonment construction.
and limited flight training operations originating from Eglin Main Base.

Project Description
The Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) addresses where the JSF

aircraft may ultimately bed down on the Eglin Reservation, how they might be operated.
and the degree to which other mitigation measures are possible. The SEIS contains
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analyses of operational alternatives and mitigations for the 59 JSF aircraft authorized to
be delivered to Eglin AFB under the February 2009 ROD. The Air Force has analyzed a
range of alternatives that would. among other things. maximize the number of flight-
training operations to be conducted on the Eglin Reservation, preserve restricted airspace
to the prealest extent possible. and protect the military value of Eglin AFB as a Major
Range Test Facility Base to support all existing and future military missions.

The alternatives being considered on the Eglin Reservation require the establishment of a
Main Operating Base from which aircraft depart for (raining activities and terminate their
training activities. The Main Operating Base is the location where the aircraft would be
launched and recovered, where aircraft maintenance would occur, where the logistical
support would be, and where the ramp for nighttime beddown would be.

The SEIS analyzes the effects of the No Action Alternative and two other Alternatives,
Alternative 1 and Alternative 2. both of which are divided into Sub-alternatives
(Alternatives 1A and 11, and Alternatives 2A, 2B. 2C, 2D, and 2E).

The No Action Alternative would be the permanent implementation of the February 2009
ROD regarding the JSF beddown at Eglin AFB. That is. 59 ISF aircrafl. the associated
cantonment construction, and limited flight training operations would be implemented at
Eglin Main Base as described in the 8 February 2009 ROD. The proposed facilities
associated with the No Action Alternative were previously analyzed in the FEIS, and all
construction was authorized by the February 2009 ROD.

The preferred alternative. 1A, would allow JSF training activitics to occur on Eglin Main
Base, and would not require any runway changes (the 2009 ROD only allowed the JSFs
to use the base for takeoffs/landings and for emergency use). In addition, Duke Field and
Choctaw Field would be used as auxiliary fields to support training activities. This
alternative and the No Action Alternative are the only options that do not require
construction activities outside of what was established in the 2009 ROD, and are the only
two options that do not require the construction of additional runways.

Area Resources and Condition

A Comparison of Geographic Information System data layers on fish and wildlife habitat
and the project maps indicate that there is a potential for several state-listed species to be
present within areas affected by the proposed actions. The SEIS contains an extensive
listing of the rare and imperiled plant and animal species that may occur on Eglin AFB
and potentially within the Proposed Actions areas. Through a separate effort. Eglin’s
Natural Resources Section (NRS) at Jackson Guard developed a comprehensive list of
imperiled species that occur on the Reservation. Overarching conservation and mitigation
actions, provided for in the Threatened and Endangered (1'&E) Species Component Plan
of Eglin’s Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan 2006 (INRMP). address the
conservalion needs of many of the identified species.

Issues and Recommendations
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In addition to the No Action Alternative, Alternative 1A (The Preferred Alternative) is
the only Alternative presented that would likely not increase the impacts to biological
resources greater than what was outlined in the February 2009 ROD with the exception of
increased noise levels. However, we agree with the assessment in the SEIS that. “Even
though noise is projected to be louder and cover more area, bears, RCWs, kestrels,

eagles, and migratory birds have thrived at Eglin in areas with loud noise environments:
suitable habitat appears to have outweighed any negative influences associated with
noise.”

Alternative 11 involves disturbing a small portion of high quality habitat, while
Alternatives 2A. 2B, and 2C involve clearing up to 251 acres of high-quality natural
communities. In addition, 2A. 2B. and 2C require the clearing of 768 acres of habitat for
red-cockaded woodpeckers (RCWs). 5 active RCW trees, and 22 inactive lrees. The
SEIS states, “Although there would be a reduction in acreage and degradation of cerfain
sensilive habitats. similar habitats exist on other portions of Eglin and would continue to
be maintained. Overall, impacts to these sensitive habitats would not be signiticant for
any of the Alternative 2 locations.” Though the net loss of sensitive habitats would be
low in comparison to the amount available, any significant loss of high-quality natural
communities has the potential to negatively affect biological resources associated with
those natural communities.

Due to the potential for both direct and indirect negative impacts to fish and wildlife
resources under Alternative 11 and all sub-Alternatives of Alternative 2, we recommend
strongly considering the No Action Alternative or Alternative 1A. Although there would
be an increase in noise levels with Altenative 1A compared with the No Action
Alternative, the effects to biological resources would be minimal. We also recommend
that avoidance and minimization measures detailed in the BRAC Scction Seven
Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) be followed.

General Comments

Wetland bufters offer protection not only for water quality but also for movement of
wildlife species. A literature review of wildlife movement in relation to wetlands and
associated upland habitats show that larger upland buffers may need to be applied in
order to fully protect the ability of those wetlands to sustain wildlife (USFWS 2001-
enclosure A). The FWC recommends that the USFWS guidance be consulted when
designing wetland buffers by considering 95- to 330-foot buffers as necessary to maintain
the wildlife habitat functions of wetlands. depending on the topography.

Summary

We have determined the No Action Alternative and the Preferred Alternative to be
consistent with our authorities (Chapters 379, Florida Statutes) under the Florida Coastal
Management Program. In contrast. the other alternatives, as detailed in the SEIS, would
have the potential to directly and indirectly adversely impact state-listed species.
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Therefore, we recommend strong consideration be given to the aforementioned natural
resource-specific points of concern in weighing the various alternatives.

"Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you would like to coordinate further on

the rccnmmeudations contained in this report, please contact me at 772-778-6354 or via

cmail at joe.walsh@MyFWC.com, and T will be glad to help make the necessary

arrangements. If your staff has any specific questions regarding our comments,

encouragc them to contact Mr. Paul Scharine (850-627-1773. extension 107); email
aul.scharine@MyvFWC.com.

I cph Walsh, Ph.D.
ssistant Section Leader. Land Use Planning

jw/ps
ENV 1-3-2
Eglin AFB JSF Beddown_3038_101910
Enclosure
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Buffers: An Efficient Tool for Watershed Protection
What Are Buffers?
A buffer is a strip of naturally vegetated land alang a lake, stream, or wetland that provides numerous
benefits. Preserving a buffer zone protects water resources from neighboring land uses. Nutrient inputs
are of great concern because of their abundant scurces (fertilizer, septic tank drain fields, leaking sewage
lines, animal waste). Excess nutrients in lakes and estuaries cause toxic algal blooms and depleted
oxygen. Natural chemical and biological processes within buffers alter or uptake nutrients and pollutants
before they enter a water body, thus providing a cost-effective treatment system. Buffers preserve native
habitat for wildlife and enhance aquatic habitat. The range of benefits provided by buffers includes:
Water quality protection §,

° Ervsion control Riparian refers to

. Storage of floodwaters and flood damage reduction the land adjoining a

. Aquatic habilat enhancement <8< E:j;]“fa"‘:i'\i:‘m

*  Habitatfor temrestrial riparian wildlife 3%, fean

® Maintenance of base flow in streams

. Improved aesthetic appearance of stream corridors

° Recreational and educational opportunities
Buffer Width: Bigger is Better
Choosing a buffer width depends on your planning goals. As buffer width increases, the buffer provides
greater henefits. As seen in the table below, a 30-fool buffer provides minimal service. At 50 feet, the
buffer meets minimum water quality protection recommendations and gives some aquatic habitat benefits.
For cffective water quality und aquatic habitat protection, a buffer width of 100 feet is needed. Buffers o
enhance riparian wildlife should be 300 feet or grealer. Special buffer zones may be required to protect
vulnerable spr.cies.pl?- Width should be increased where slope, impervious surface, and soil type reduce
buffer effectiveness. The consequences of an inadequate buffer may be an increased need for stormwater
ponds, increased flooding, decreased abundance of sportfish, and/or loss of certain species such as some
salamanders or crayfish.

Buffer Width:
Benefit Provided: 30 ft 50 ft 100ft  300ft 1,000 ft 1,500 ft
Sedi Removal - Mini '\ ' 'y 'S '
Muintain Stream Tem > TP OB @B g aa
Nitrogen Removal - Minimum I [ & [ [
Contaminant Removal L ‘ ‘ ‘ - ‘
Large Woody Debris for Stream Habitat St fxt Tz e e
Effective Sediment Remaoval Iy [y & I\
Short-Term Phasphorus Control & & 4 [
Effective Nitrogen Removal I\ I\ & Iy ]
Maintain Diverse Stream Inveriebrates @ i i @B
Bird Corridors gﬂ ;(‘ %
Reptile and Amphibian Habitat ﬁ #
Habitat for Interior Forest Species ﬁ ﬂ
| Flatwoods Salamander Habilat —
Protected St l'q?’
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For Further Information Contact: |
|
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service I
Panama City Field Office
1601 Balboa Avenue
Panama City, Florida 32405
Tel: (850) 769-0552
Fax: (850) 763-2177
E-mail: FW4_ES_FR_Panama_City @fws.gov
|
WI01 MM/KRIC. . buffer fact2.doc
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